liocx J lonry 



IG/2/,32 



Sovoral hours ago I had a fow moments and read a fow xaoro pages, to the bottom 
of pa go 50. The more X read the more certain I an that you will not really consider 
what you have done, that you h$ve long boon sold on it £if sublininally you have 
doubts and reflect this in o vend ting and exaggeration) and are determined to do 



what you claim you are not, have not 



vri.ll not consider doing. 



Inherent in all of this is your argument that Oswald was KGB. ilo matte .' how you 
pretend otliemise, Oswald being the accused assassin, you are ini'iaraatory and irrespon- 
sible in telling your reader that the KGB killed JBK. Torture your defense as you 
vri.ll , tills in what you say end this is the only meaning tliat can bo taken from it. 

Yet in all of this you have only dubious conjectures, undependable manors, wild 
interpretations baseless presumptions, mixed in with the unreasonable. 1 know you 
think find see otherwise, else you'd not have written this. But almost nobody else 
with any intelligence or critical faculties, will be able to agree if he thinks at 
all as he reads. 

You assign an intelligence purpose and nothing else to the fact that Oswald 
went to work at daggers during the missis crisis and significance to the fact that 
this was two days before JEX ordered the resumption, not the beginning of those U-2 
flights. Isbw can you reasonably attach any significance to the- fact that he went to 
work at this tinea, coinciding with tliose events, except as a propagandist? How can 
you honestly say this is any more than coincidence? And having made an erniier 
argument that his intellig. nee function for the SC-B (claim the contrary as you will, 
this is what you've done in reality), having to do with reporting the names of 
Cuban places for maps for the U-2 pilots, you here say "It cannot be proven at 
this late date (as though it could have been at any time) whether Jaggors-Chiloo* 
was directly (sic) involved in support work by producing typeface for the U-2 
surveil.Umc-3 photographs and maps of Cuba." The two representations are not the sane 
and tlis pseudodisclaimer does not diminish what you said earlier and on which all 
ox this is based. And do you really think that 1*30 could go to work, assuming all 
this lias any reasonableness or relationship with reality, on 10/12 and have any 
meaning in the ongoing U-2 flightd, which wore always scheduled when the weather 
permitted the photography. In your dates, to which the reader is to attach sorao 
significance, else why give them, within three days. 

You say next that "What (your emphasis) known with certeduty is that the 
ecrapany was in the midst of doing lop Secret work for the Awy nap Service, and 
in performing these sensitive duties was setting typo for Cuban place nones." I've 
already addressed the lack of intelligence significance in tills if it were true. 

You say that all of this is known with certainty. That moans you have one or two of 
%ry’s local sources and it docs not mean that you have or have even tried to confirm 
them. I ask you to consider one aspect of this, that the map service, in suburban 
Washington, which has always had its own type-setting capabilities, for decades. 



would reach all the way down to if Has for 



insignificant services with even 



simple corrections requiring much time and effort, or that the Dallas company, with 
the costs of delivery added, could really significantly underbid Washington *.irea 
typesetters for so small and simple a job that done there is so much riore incon- 
venient for tke service. That this: mlone was involved in the corlract does not make 
sense. Have you even tried to get any confirmation from tfcs service, oven that it 



had any contract with daggers or tliat 



was even classified 



fill? 



fou toll no that each writer decides for himself wh 



iie 






bo do. 



to 



?art and how ho will impart it. Of course I agree, do I’m asking you to fr.ee it. 

And remember, you ore writing, I think in fin inflatory 



not lecture mo about 



mannei 
have a 



no natter 
tacked the 



now 

inv« 



cairn 

is'fci/ro,' 



the words, 
bion of it 



about the most 



loversavo of cranes 



you 



as irresponsible and dishonest. If you would 




wtisu is; yourself? 



liOW 



the 



teach the pope religeon, ought you not go to church and pt 
is what !-• wrojyj i’or than right Tor vou? 

iou next, while aebaitting white LED may not have had any operational role, 
toggest that he .did nonctlicloss and it "remains unknown. " This formulation tells 
reader tiia’c you believe ho mvi such a role and tliat you have adequate reason for 
believing it. I think not. You precede this by saying "What also is known is that, 
once again, lee Harvey Oswald was in an enviable position for any self-respecting 
sty. This is whit a writer does when he can't say what hs - aits to say and then° 
says it anyway, with a few meaningless disclaimers that to the reader disclaim 
nothing at all . At best it in unsupported conjecture, based on supposition. And 
^ou j- cl-.-OT; : .n~s overtfrxuLrg vmtii wliat rs not true, that there is "testimony" that 
helloljrensclxyjllt got him the Jaggers job,, "Testimony?" Or a private report that you 
have not and cannot confirm and at least in the part I've read do not address at all. 
* a context, when you use this word your road/mll boliovo and iu entitp£d to believe 
that you refer to sworn testimony before the Vv'C. I do not remember it and do not " " 
believe it exists. So if I am correct, can you ask yourself why you use this xs q nxz 
word ^ of all words for an uncdTinaod rumor that you irmediatoly admit you knowA 
nothing about, phrased again to convince t e reader you have it all sewed up: 

"\ e details of how this might have been accomplished are not known." 

After, in context, libelling Dell, you do the same with Krs. hatham, whose 
description of LUO is almost word-for-word that of Hoy Truly when UJO went to Mm 
for a job. You then assault tho official. :'-nvestigators for not interviewing her, 
one presumes on the basis of your preceding conjectures, without ever saying that 
-kero really was ang basis for questioning her for doing mo more than what she was 
supposed to do. Why should they have questioned her? Is th4re any reason to believe 
tMvt her paper's indicated in any way that there was any classified work involved? 

Then you compound this unfairness with what, if it hen any meaning at all and whether 
or not is actionable, is a 113*1 of her and her husband, about whom and whose lives 
7 '®“ You make at clear tent after this unpardonable complicity in either 

.K.G3 spying, the assassination of th President or both, "she (abruptly(sic) 



resigned Soae from her job, 

*iie post office • reviewed postal 
Dallas. At a considerable cudt in 



and her hushmd. 



A';; 



i 'interra^L auditor for 
contracts, fcovefl to a snail town m iles from 
annual salary, l-hes -Latham became tho postmaster. 

h 



Should your reader doubt that his loss was more than made up by the 

View this as you will, and I 
»rlting it, 7, tell you it te 



know 

n-> - 



fair i.i 



rou thought you wore kon nt anti 
ie just plain dirty and demeaning to you. 

Sited off from this and try to be dispassionate, not this persuaded writing- to 
persuade. Are you the kind of person who would behave nice this in your private 
life? tod what real substance do you have in any of this, all that I've -jajffiin ' 
you about, wld.ch is far from all of it, in this part of tliis chapter. 

, t* f v;eil awaTC of th " problem you face :n .jona Ldoxi-ig anything I’ve told you, 
and I’m disturbed tliat you, knowing I had serious questions uii phoned you about them 
in April, disregarded thro de Sil * 3 advocacy i- offered, did not nhone me in IX weeks, 

.iiatead rewrote the same material to 8e&# She suae Wrings, 
that you did not want to confront what might ogive you 



as you aid you would, and 
One possible interpretation is 
some doubts or reasons to doubt. 



four own reputation anu how you will think of yourself 



much involved 
in roviewo and ivt: 
an I do, if you 



Ln tho future in very 



si chon your book is out you will bo confronted on tall: show: 
views, tlhat will happen to your book if anyone clA.se seen tin 
confront an ir-tnlligraiite and articulate person like iioagher or a 



r-nd 



critical and intelligent reviewed like Icrdner, 
or former Uonmiscion peonlo? You've got serious 
uo forget about looking for a carpet'"to sweep 



13 p3TOl)J»OS 

them unci 



o authors of doc. 

and you will 
Sincerely, 



cs duo soon, 
bo well adviced 




